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THI'S OPI NI ON WAS NOT WRI TTEN FOR PUBLI CATI ON
The opinion in support of the decision being entered today

(1) was not witten for publication in a |law journal and
(2) is not binding precedent of the Board.

UNI TED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFI CE

BEFORE THE BOARD OF PATENT APPEALS
AND | NTERFERENCES

Ex parte JAMES E. SHAW

Appeal No. 97-1841
Appl i cation 08/ 315, 0521

ON BRI EF

Bef ore CALVERT, FRANKFORT and PATE, Adm nistrative Patent Judges.

PATE, Adm nistrative Patent Judge.

DECI SI ON ON APPEAL

This is an appeal fromthe final rejection of claiml1l. The
only other remaining clains in the application, clainms 4 through
6, are all owed.

The clained invention is directed to an apparatus for

illumnating a liquid crystal display. The apparatus consists

! Application for patent filed Septenber 29, 1994.



Appeal No. 97-1841
Application 08/315, 052

of a lanp and an optical elenent placed behind the lanp to
reflect light toward the liquid crystal display.
Claim1l, reproduced below, is the subject natter on appeal.

1. An apparatus having a | anp side and a back side
conpri si ng:

a |l anp di sposed near the | anp side and an optical el enent
di sposed between the |l anp and the back side; and,

the optical elenment having a [sic] elenent |anp side and an
el ement back side with reflective coatings on the el ement back
side and partially on the elenent |anp side and the optic [sic,
optical] elenent having a light transm ssive characteristic, the
el enment | anp side further having an el evated region with no
reflective coatings thereon such that a |ight channeling path is
present which tends to direct light through the el enent |anp side
where said light is reflected off the el enment back side and exits
t hrough the el enent |anp side.

The references of record relied upon by the exam ner as

evi dence of obvi ousness under 35 U.S.C. § 103 are:

Pal nyui st 2,379,741 July 3, 1945
Mei j er 4,215,501 Aug. 5, 1980

The exam ner has rejected claim1l under 35 U.S.C. 8 103 as
unpat ent abl e over Pal mquist in view of Meijer. The exam ner
explains the rejection thusly:

Claim1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103
as being unpatentabl e over Pal nguist in view
of Meijer.

Pal nqui st di scl oses an il lum nated appar at us
i nherently having a | anp side and a back side
conprising an optical elenment (fig. 1) disposed
near the back side (10) conprising an el enent |anp
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side (a), an elenent back side with reflective
coatings (11) and partially on the el enent |anp
side (12), wherein the optic elenent has a |ight
transm ssive characteristic (13), the elenent |anp
side (a) further having an el evated region (13)
with no reflective coatings thereon such that a
i ght channeling path (c) is present which tends
to direct light through the elenent |anp side
where the light is reflected off the el enent back
side (11) and exits through the elenent |anp side
(a). However, Pal mqui st does not disclose a |lanmp
di sposed near the |anmp side.

Mei j er teaches the use of a lanp (306)
di sposed near a |anp side of a reflective
optical apparatus (100,300) for the purpose of
illumnating the optical elenent.
It woul d have been obvious to one having
ordinary skill in the art at the tinme of
applicant’s invention to nodify the apparatus of
Pal mqui st to include the light source di sposed near
the | anp side of the apparatus as taught by
Meijer in order to illumnate the optical elenent.
(Final Rejection, pages 3-4)
OPI NI ON
We have carefully reviewed the rejection on appeal in |ight
of the argunents of the appellant and the examner. As a result
of this review, we have determ ned that the applied prior art
establishes a prima facie case of obviousness that has not been
rebutted by additional evidence fromthe appellant. Accordingly,
we will affirmthe rejection of claim1l on appeal.
It is our finding that Pal nqui st discloses an opti cal

el ement having a front side illum nated by both anbient |ight and
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an incident beamor ray of light. The elenent back side is

di scl osed as a base or backing (10) having a reflective back
surface coating (11) thereon. The front side of Pal nguist that
is illumnated by both ambi ent and incident beans or rays of
light fromthe | anp, also has a reflective binder coating of a
different color than the reflective coating on the el enent back
side. Note that the reflective coating (12) fromthe optica

el ement front side is interrupted by spheres (13), which spheres
by their location in the elenent front side reflective coating
make this coating only partially cover the el enent front side.
Turning to a consideration of the spheres (13), they provide the
optical elenment with el evated regions having no reflective
coatings thereon, such that a light channeling path as shown in
Figure 1 by ray trace c is provided. Note that as shown by ray
trace c, light in the channeling path is directed to the front or
incident [ight side (by an oncom ng headlight) and reflected off
the el ement back side and exits through the el ement front side.
As noted above, Pal muist is disclosed as being illum nated both
by i ncident anbient light and by incident beans or rays of |ight
as provided by the headlights of approaching cars. |In our view,
the structure of Pal ngui st when operated wi th approaching

aut onobi | es havi ng headl anps, as clearly disclosed, satisfies the
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[imtations of the appealed claim Nonethel ess, the exam ner

has cited Meijer which discloses, for instance in Figure 3,
illumnating a sign by lanps placed in front of the sign to shine
thereon. W agree with the examner that it would have been

obvious to place lights as disclosed by Meijer in front of the

optical elenment structure disclosed in Palnmguist to illum nate
the optical elenent structure. |Indeed, |ighted highway signs are
ubiquitous. It is our viewthat there is anple suggestion to

illumnate the highway sign disclosed in Palmuist if Palmuist’s
di scl osed autonobiles are not considered to provide a | anp neans
that illum nates Pal nquist’s sign. Accordingly, there is clear
suggestion for the exam ner’s conbination of references under

35 U.S.C. § 103.

Appel  ant has argued there is no suggestion or notivation
for conmbining the two references. As noted above, it is our view
that the exam ner has provided anpl e suggestion for the provision
of the lights of Meijer for illum nating the highway sign
di scl osed in Pal nquist. The appellant further argues that it is
not the object of the invention to provide a lanp to illum nate
the optical elenent. However, we nust note that the examner’s
rejection of the claimon appeal is not directed to the object of

the invention, but rather to the clained subject matter itself.
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Furthernore, the appellant states that the optical elenent in his
invention is provided to reflect light in a direction back toward
the lanp. This is precisely the disclosure of Pal ngqui st which
provides his optical element to reflect |ight back to the eyes of
the driver of the autonobile that is illum nating the sign.

For the foregoing reasons, the rejection of the claimon
appeal has been affirned.

No time period for taking any subsequent action in
connection with this appeal nmay be extended under 37 CFR
8§ 1.136(a).

AFFI RVED

| AN A. CALVERT
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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